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VOTE NO. 54 APRIL 1, 1998

Those favoringthe motion to waive contended:

The budjet resolution, as parted, will require all of the Federal share of revenue that will come froyrt@macco settlement
to go to Medicare. We certaindo not digpute that stregthenirg Medicare is an iportantpriority, and thagiving funds will hep
Medicare deal with the costs it incurs from tregtime smokig-related illnesses of its beneficiaries. However, there arg othar
valuableprograms related to tobacco that new tobacco revenues coutefeon as well. In fact, ewemgor proposal we have
seen before this bgdt resolution, whethquut forward ly Republicans or Democrats, hagygested usig new tobacco revenues
for a wide variet of Federaprograms degjned to stp tobacco use and to treat its victims. We geize that our Raublican
colleagues have included other funds in this gretd-esolution for anti-smokgyprograms, but thgjust have noput in enogh. For
instance, thgonly have budeted $125 million foyouth anti-smokig programs in FY 1999. Even the tobacco indyistoriginal
proposed settlement would havegesit $2 billionperyear on suclprograms. Furthempouring more mong into Medicare without
enacting reforms at the same time yan an odd weg, retard our facig up to the lom-term challeges of keging thatprogram
solvent. Medicarependirg would not increase; in fact, npexdirg would increase under this et resolution. The Medicare trust
fund would increase, and the United States would have less debt, but Feeledaigswvould sty the same. We want Federal
spendirg to go up on anti-smokig programs. The Conrad et al. amendment would allow us to increasepemctirg by creatirg
new entitlements that would Ipaid for with new tobacco taxes. This amendment deservesppersaf all Senators.

Those opposinghe motion to waive contended:

Here wego again. Our Democratic collgaes have offereget one mor@roposal to pend mong on new entitlemerdrograms
that this budet resolution will instead save for Medicare. This time, at least, our godiedave been westraghtforward about
their intent. Thg have pecifically said that the revenues for thgioposed new entitlemenpendirg would come from new tobacco
taxes. We alsopplaud them foproposing only new entitlementgendirg that is direc related to tobacco. However, thedaege
of the budjet resolution is stilpreferable for four main reasons.

First, protectig Medicare is the United States' secgnehtest challege after savig Social Secunt, and, because Medicare
is projected to be insolvent much sooner than is Social Sgcitrit also a more immediate chalien Discourging smokirg,
finding treatments for smokgrelated illnesses, and maather anti-tobacco activities are certgtimlorthy of funding, but the
do not outwajh the overridig importance of savigp Medicare. Savig Medicare is @reaterpriority.

Second, one of the jm reasons that Medicare is in trouble is that it hapeod so much eagrear (more than $25 billion)
on smokimg-related illnesses. The tobacco settlement is notyliketesult in enogh funds to cover all of Medicare's smagin
related costs. If that much were demanded the tobaccpaties wouldjo broke and nothmwould be collected.

Third, if Corgress funds these anti-tobaqwograms, it should find a better waf paying for them than takigmoney out of
Medicare. We ver much gree with our collegues that gendirg onprograms dedicated to reduce teen smgldre worthwhile;
we just disgree with their offset. We have a $1.7 trillion lgad surey in that hge budjet our collegues can find somettgrthat
is of less inportance than Medicare from which to take the mydhey want to pend. Is forggn aid more irportant that Medicare?
How about welfare? How aboupendirg on the Commerce [partment, or the Engy Department, or ay other areas that the
Federal Governmenpsnds billions of dollars annugh By targeting Medicare tqay for this 9endirg, our collegues are sang
that pendirg on all other Federglrograms is more iqortant than Medicare. We totaltlisagree.

Fourth, theprograms that our colleaies want tofgend mong on should be funded out of the discretignside of the bugkt.
However, because our coligees could not find one gjle penry's worth of discretiongrFederal pendirg that the thought was
less inportant than gendirg on anti-smokig programs, thg haveproposed creatig new anti-smokig entitlemenfprograms in
order to allow them to use Medicare funds instead gidet dager of this @proach is that it makes it wehard to exercisproper
oversght. Prgrams that rquire annual ppropriations are rgularly reviewed, which results in their constariiking reworked and
redesjned to make them work better and more efficietithtittemenfprograms, on the other hand, have had a distgtieindeng
to grow uncontrollaby in costs and to resist reforms. In an area such as tobacco addiction it woyedmhegargerous to enact
new entitlements because we franib not know how best foroceed. For instance, in thast 6years Cogress has increased
funding by 20 percent for discretiongiprograms intended to reduce tegealrug abuse, but in that same time frame that abuse has
shot p from 15percent to 22.percent.

The bottom line of this amendment is that our cgiles want to use the tobacco tax so that taa increasependirg. We
oppose this amendment because we want to saveynfimme ary new tobacco tax to strgthhen Medicare. The choice is clear--
should we tax andpend, or should we tax and save Medicare? We choose the latter, anplpbaes this amendment.



